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Jerald and Sandra Tanner, Answering Mormon
Scholars: A Response to Criticism of the Book
"Covering Up the Black Hole in the Book of
Mormon." vol 1. Salt Lake City: Utah Lighthouse
Ministry, 1994. 179 pp. $6.00.

Reviewed by John A. Tvedtnes
Jerald and Sandra Tanner seem to have gotten what they want
at last-a debate. For thirty-four years, they complain , the LOS
Churc h never rebutted their work and failed to "refute ou r
allegations" (p. I). Thi s "consp iracy of si lence," they believe,
was broken when several LOS scholars undertook to write reviews
of their book, Covering Up the Black Hole in the Book of
Mormon. Evidently gearing up for a response to the reviews of
their second book, the new volume has been labeled "Volume
I ...

The Tanners' com pl aint that the LOS Church a nd LOS
scholars ignored them for so many years struck me as strange . It's
like saying, "We shot can non at their wall and fail ed to dent it, but
the damned fools don't have e nough sense to shoot back!"
Why is it so important to the Tanners that "Mormon
apologists" respond to their writings? Does it give them a sense of
legitimacy? of scholarship? of importance? They claim that thei r
work is "hav ing a s ignificant impact upon some Mormon
scholars" (p. I). Who are these scholars? They also complain that
Daniel Peterson "was very careful not to mention the fact that our
work has had a significant effect upon thousands of members of
the church" (p. 2). Perhaps Dan doesn't know any of these
people. I have yet to meet anyone-scholar or no- who has
claimed th ai the Tanners' work influenced hi s or her thinking.

Editor's note: a longer, more complete version of this review can be
obtained from the Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies, 1-800327-67 15.
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Unlike the Tanners, I don' t have Ihe lUxury of spendi ng most
of my wakin g hours researching the subjects into which they
delve. I have a job 10 hold down, a fa mil y 10 support, and I have
never been paid for any of my reviews of anti-Mormon literature.
There are some profess ional anli-LDS cril ics, bUI no professional
apologists; all of the apolog ists earn their li ving do ing other
thi ngs. 1
For the record, the decision to write a review of the Tanners'
Answering Mormon Scholars was my ow n. That decision was
made because it became clear that the Ta nn ers have
misunderstood, misinterpreted, or misrepresented some of what I
wrOle in my rev iew of their Covering Up the Black Hole in the
Book of Mormon. The majority of my com men ts in this present
review will deal directly with what they have said about my earlier
review. For the most part, I shall let the other rev iewers deal with
what has been said about their work. In some cases, however, I
shall add insights that might otherwise be missed and comment on
the Tanners' met hodology.

The "Conspiracy of Silence"
All of the statements regard ing the Church's wish to ignore
them are hearsay only. For my part, I can categorically state that,
contrary to the Tanners' assertions regarding the LOS Chu rch's
actions in regard to them (p. I), no chu rc h leaders have ever
encouraged or discouraged me to respond to the Tanners.
According to the Tanners, the LDS Church has cond ucted a
"conspiracy of sil e nce" to ignore their work (p. I). To me,
declining 10 take the Tan ners serious ly is not evidence of a
"conspi racy." But in the world of anti-Mormon publ ishing,

I Mati Pou lscn has been complaining that. despite the passage of a long
10 some of
his anti·Mormon writings. What he fails to te ll people is that hc took nearly
two years to write his response. My fail ure to spend more time debating with
Poulsen can be attributed to my 40-hour.per-week work schedule and the fact that
I have been trying to complete a book and a number of ankles. Poulsen is not
my top priority, especia ll y when I have no forum in which to publish a reply
(f.A.R.M.S. does nOI publish rev iews of privately-circu lated correspondence,
only of published books).

period of time, I have nOi responded to his response to my response

206

REVIEW OF BOOKS ON 1l-IE BOOK OF MORMON 6/2 (1994)

words like conspiracy add to the sensationalism that sells books.2
And that is, after all, how the Tanners make their li ving.
When Latter-day Saints ignore their work, the Tanners believe
that we are participating in a "conspiracy of silence." When we
review their work, it shows [hal we are "concerned," Either way,
the Tanners conclude that the Mormons have someth ing to fear.
We're damned if we do and damned i f we don 't. But 1 don ' t
think they' re really interested in a dialogue. I believe that nothing
short of total capitulation to the Tanners' view of thin gs would
really satisfy them.
The T anners claim that their book Covering Up the Black
Ho le in the Book of Mormon "certa inl y agitated some of the
scho lars at the Mormon Church 's Bri gham Young University and
the Foundation for Ancien t Research and Mormon Stud ies" (p.
I ). 1 cannot speak for others, but I, for one, was not agitated. I was
asked to rev iew the book and did so. Moreover, I was never party
to a "plan ... to have a number of scholars simultaneous ly tear
into our work" (p. 2). I had no idea that others had reviewed or
would rev iew the book and no one at F.A.R.M.S. knew what I
would write. In fact , until I was asked to review the book, I hadn't
even heard of it. I hadn't followed the Tanners' work for about
two decades.)
On another occasion. I was agitated by a booklet written by
Brent on Yorgason, Little Kno wn Evidences of rhe Book of
Mormon, which, unlike the Tanners' work, was support ive of the
Book of Mormon. What bothered me about the work was that it
2 Joseph McCarthy buil t his pol itical career using terms like conspiracy.
The Tanners have bui lt their publishing career using a similar list. Some of their
published ma terials give one the impression that they believe that all Mormons
(or at least aU General Authorities) are involved in a gigantic conspiracy.
3 Though I have appreciated the fact that the Tanners have reprinted old LOS
materials (hence the original name of their publishing concern. Modern
Microfilm), I have often found it difficu lt to take thci r own work s seriously.
Several years ago. I noted an article in the Salt Lake Tribune annou ncing that
Sandra Tanner would give a class for non· Mormons to help them understand their
Mormon neig hbors. The article indicated that Sandra was an eJ(ptrt on the
Mormons. · I had a good laugh and felt sorry for the class attendees. who would
not Icarn anything about theiT neighbors, but only about Mormon beliefs with
which the Tanners disagreed. I wrote a letter to the editor, questioning Sandra
Tanncr's motives and her ··eJ(pertise·· on the Mormons. but the Tribune declined
to publish it.
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really contained no valid evidence whatsoever for the Book of
Mormon , and I so stated in my review . Though not asked by
F.A.R.M.S. to review that work , I sent a review anyway because of
my deep concern fo r its complete lack of scholarship .4 So I
wasn't just picking on the Tanners. If anything, I was picking on
Vargason's pro-Book of Mormon wo rk . Surely this say s
something about the fairn ess with which I approached the subjects
and is evidence that I am not a rabid apologist, wi lling to accept
anything favoring the Book of Mormon and reject anything
opposing it.
The Tanners seem to believe that F.A. R.M.S. is out to get
them because it published negative rev iews of their book . But even
some of the books publi shed by F.A. R.M.S. have gotten negative
reviews in the F.A.R.M .S. Review of Books on the Book of
Mormon, including some in the same issue (volume 3) in which
the Tanners' book was rev iewed. This included one of my articles,
a book wrillen by John W. Welch, found er of F.A.R.M.S., and an
article by Hugh Nibley . On anot her occasion, so me negative
comments were made about an articl e by Noel B. Rey nolds,
F.A.R.M.S. president (vo lume 4) . The Tanners draw attention to
some of these rev iews (pp. 123-24, 145), but don' t note the
implications. Surely they indicate a measure of fairn ess in the way
books are rev iewed by F.A.R.M.S.
The Tanners' claim that the LDS Ch urch has conducted a
"conspiracy of silence" to ignore their work. This is what I call a
"Brodieism," from the remarkable ability of Fawn Brodie to read
the minds of long-deceased historical personages such as Joseph
Smith and Thomas Jefferson. Rather than use terms such as "we
believe" or "we suggest," the Tanners often make statements of
absolute fact about what others are thinking. Thus, to the Tanners,
it seems, anyone who di sagrees with them mu st be "upset."
"Mormon sc holars were very upset with us" (p. 3). In their
Covering Up the Black Hole in the Book of Mormon, Ihey try the
same mind read in g technique on Joseph Smith , saying that "he
must have become very tired, di scouraged and concerned that he

4 See John A. Tvedtnes. review of lillie Known Evidences of lhe Book. af
Mormon. by Brenton G. Vorgason, in Review of Booh on lhe Book of Mormon
2 (1990): 260.-06 (hereafter RBBM).
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could not adequately reconstruct the story found in the missing
116 pages" (p . 42).

An Assessment of Joseph Smith
In the ir Covering Up the Black Hole in the Book of Mormon ,
the Tanners actually introduce two theories. But the "b lack hole"
theory and the "B ible plagiarism" theory are at odds one with the
other. The latte r assumes that Joseph Sm ith 's fantasti c memory
enabled him to recall bibli cal ex pressions and incorporate them
wholesale into the Book of Mormon. 5 The former has Joseph
Smith " forgett ing" what he had written on the 116 lost pages and
having to avoid discussing the same lopics, lest he contradict what
he had dictated earlier. We are left to wonder if the Tanners
consider Joseph S mith to be a brilliant charlatan with a nearphotographic memory or a dimwitted fool who believed he could
foist hi s inconsistent story on a gullible pUblic.6
The Tanners also seem to vacillate between allowing Joseph
Sm ith to bo rrow from his carlier dic tation when it serves their
purpose, while denying him the ability to remember what he had
already di ctated when that fits their argument. For example, they
have him bo rrowin g fro m Alma 36:22 in 1 Nephi 1:8 and I

5 On this issue, too, the Tanners unwittingly contradict thcmselyes. On the
one hand, they have Joseph Smith recalling vast numbers of phrases from the
Bible (sec pp. 101-17 in the current work and pan 2 of Covering Up Ihe Black
Hole ill lire Book of Mormon) . On the other, they write that the lack of accurate
information on Old Testament sacrifices in the Book of Mormon indicates that
Joseph Smith, whom they sec as its author. had no "real understanding of Old
Testament sacrifices and other Jewish customs" (pp. 99-100), How could he
know the Bible so well and ye t not know as much as the Tanners about these
subjects? I shall return to a discussion of sacrifices and Jewish festivals tater in
this fCyieW .
6 There arc. in fact. a number of examples of promises in the Book of
Mormon to return to a topic which we re fu lfilled. If Joseph Smith authored the
book, then he had to remember these promises and fill in the details in
subsequent passages. The Book of Mormon attributes them to Mormon. See the
discussion in my "Mormon's Editorial Promises," in Rediscovering Ihe Book of
Mormon, cd. John L. Sorenson and Melyin 1. Thorne (Salt Lake City: Desertt
Book & F.A.R.M .S .. 1991).29 n. 3 1.
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Nephi 8:4 (pp. 50-51).7 On the other hand, they maintain that
Joseph "could not remember ex.actly what he had written in the
last nine books of the Book of Mormon" (p. 53). 8 Consequently,
when he dictated Lehi 's 600-year prophecy in I Nephi 10:4, he
"seemed totally oblivious to the fact that he had already recorded
a prophecy by Samuel th e Lamanite regarding the birth of
Christ" (p. 53). To believe that Joseph Smith could remember
words from an earlier part of his dictation (Alma 36:22) but could
not remember one of the most outstanding prophecies in the
Book of Mormon that was dictated later (Helaman 14) stretches
the imagination beyond reasonable bounds. Besides, the Tanners
seem to want it both ways, for they appear to agree with Brent Lee
Metcalfe that Jose ph Smith borrowed the 600 years from 3 Nephi
1:1 to write the prophecy in 1 Nephi 10:4 (p. 54).9

The Hofmann Affair
The Tanners hyperbolically declare that "all of the Mormon
Church's top scholars accepted the authenticity of the Hofmann
documents" (p. 17), despite the fact that they cite a Los Angeles
Times article that "so me Mormon s" claimed that the
"salamander letter" was a forgery (p. 23). I accepted the Lucy
Mack Smith letter and the Anthon tran script as authentic, based on
the judgme nt of others, but I had my doubts about other
1 The Tanners hint that the words "methought I saw ... God silting upon
his throne" in Alma 36:22 were taken by Joseph Smith from a sermon of George
Whitefield. published in 1808. in which he declared. "Me thinks I see , . . the
Judge sitting on his throne" (p. 50). If Joseph Smith borrowed from Whitefield
or other writers of his time or earlier, he must have had either a fantastic memory
or kept the books al his side while dictating the Book. of Mormon. I repeal the
question that I asked in my review of Brent Metcalfe. cd .. New Approaches to the
Book. of Mormon: "How large was the Smith Farm Library, anyway?!"
8 But the Tanners note that Joseph Smit h was so "repetitious in his
writings" in the Book of Mormon that "if Joseph Smith were the author of the
book. as we maintain. one would expect to find similar phrases or sentences in
both the fi rst and last parts of the Book of Mormon" (p. 52). Thi s blanket
statement. with on ly one example (the fin al battles of the Jaredites and the
Nephites), may be intend,ed to explai n instances where early and later passages
of the Book of Mormon are in harmony.
9 Sec Brent Lee Metcalfe, New Approaches 10 the Book of Mormon (Salt
Lake City; Signature Books. 1993).416-17.

210

REVIEW OF BOOKS ON THE BOOK OF MORMON 612 (1994)

documents. such as the "salamander" letter and the Joseph Smith
III blessing. 10 My doubts we re not based on the controversial
nature of these doc uments, but on the tim ing of their appearance.
I was unaware that a sing le person- Mark Hofman n-was the
SOUTce of all of the documents. Histori ans sometimes become a
little susp icious when two or more letters of different provenance
suddenly appear on the scene supportin g a new version of an
hi storical event. A second consideration was the very fact that the
docume nt s had bee n preserved . What were the chances, for
example, that a letter written by an obscure backwoods New York
far me r would have been kepi fo r a cent ury and a half? Had I
know n, I wou ld perhaps have been suspicious of the others as well.
The Tanners ask why "the Mormon leaders," as prophets, did
not detect the fraud perpetrated on the Church by Mark Hofmann
(p. 19). T he answer li es in Joseph Sm ith's declaration that "a
prophet was a prophet o nl y when acting as SUCh."1 I I presume
that President Hinckley need not have been exercising prophetic
gifts when he made business purchases for the Churc h. Moreover,
we have, in the Bibl e. examp les of prophets who be lieved lies
(Jos hu a 9:3-27; 1 Kings 13: 14- 19). As hum an bei ngs. even
prophets can make mistakes, though when they act as prophet and
pres ident we should accept their word and li ve accordingly.12
10 t do ag ree with the Tanners' assessment (pp. 41-43) of how some
scholars dcalt with the "salamander" issue. To me, the letter was a possible
fo rgery. but even if aut hentic it was only secondary evidence for what Joseph
Smith had said. To me. the most important fact was that Martin Harris and
William W. Phelps had joined the Church despite the contents of the letter and
that they never challenged the angel Moroni story told by Joseph Smith.
Besides. other early sources spoke of an angel, while only anti~Mormon sourCC5
had published the story of a toad, from which, as it turns out, Hofmann got the
idea of a salamander.
II The Tanners' expectation "that the president of the Mormon Church." as
a seer, should be able to " translate a ll records that are of ancient date" (q uoting
Mosiah 8:13) is unrealistic. since the Book of Mormon passage has reference to
one possessing the Urim and Thummim. As far as I know. these instruments
were not returned 10 the Church after Joseph Smith gave them back to the angel
Moroni. (lie 5:265).
12 It may even go beyond this. I know of at Icast three cases in which a
man gUilty of serious sin would not have been caught had he not been called to a
position in the Church. In each case, the sin would nOI have been discovered had
the call not been made. I believe that the Lord sometimes use~ this to make such
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In their di scuss ion of the Hofmann affair, the Tanners repeat
what they have long asserted- that the LDS Church is
"suppressing" docu ments it does nol want made publi c by
placing them in the First Presidency's vau lt (p. 24). But placing an
hi storical document in a safe place hardly implies suppress ion.
Burning the docu ment would be a safer way of gettin g rid of
negative evidence. Placin g it in a vault only preserves it for future
use . We have the example of the Joseph Smith papyri, which lay
for decades in the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York City,
only to be brought to the Churc h's attention by a professor doing
research there . Yet no one has accused th e Metropolitan of
"suppressing" these documents! They were their guard ian, just as
the Church is the guardian of many documents. Recent history
has shown us how peopl e like the Tanners mi suse such
documents-sometimes literally publishing what does not belong
to them-to promote their own ends. Co nsequently, one is not
surpri sed when the Tanners, unable to obtain document s they
want, accuse the Church of su ppression.
I find it ironic that th e Tanners, after condemning Dan
Peterson's pass ing reference (in a footnote!) to Mark Hofmann's
opinion of Brent Metcalfe (pp. 17,2 1), go on to cite Hofmann's
confession to prove that President Hinckley was trying to hide the
truth by keeping supposedl y dangerous documents out of the
hands of the Chu rch's enemies (pp. 29- 30). It seems that, to the
Tanners, it is all rig ht to use Hofmann'S statements as ev idence
only when it supports their view of the world . St rangely , the
minutes the Tanners quote from a meeting of the First Presidency
and the Qu orum of the Twelve (p. 3 1), rather than suggesting a
cover-up, indicate that the Church was going to publicly announce
the acqui sition ; clearly, thi s does not support Hofmann's story.

discoveries known to Church leaders. He may have used the same tactic to trap
Mark Hofmann . I realize that the Tanners will see this as a "cop out"' and that it
will not sit well wit h ma ny people in the Churc h. Some may object that the Lord
would not have lei it get 10 the point of murder. In response. t suggest reading
Alma 14:8- 11.
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Issues or People ?
The Tanners complain that, " instead of j ust dealing with the
issues, Mormon critics have spen t part of the ir energy trying to

impugn our motives and belittle ou r research" (p. 64). Thi s is a
kett le/pot issue since, in their long history of writing ant i-Mormon
literature, the Tan ners have typ ically soug ht to impugn the
motives of those with whom they disagree and have anempted to
belitt le their research. Motives are important, but I agree that
issues are more important. 13 I can honestly say that I have tried
hard to deal mostly with issues. In my review of their Cover ing Up
the Billck Hole in rhe Book of Mormon, I gave the Tanners a fai r
amount of credit for their work , while disagreeing wi th many of
their concl usions. 14 In this current review, I shall a lso give them
credit where it is due, wh il e show ing why I disagree wit h much of
what they have written.

" Proof"
In their publicati ons, the Tanners freq uentl y cite opinions and
documen ts as "proof' for the ideas they present. They are not
proof, but evidence, to be considered and weighed in con nection
with other pieces of evidence. Historiography, like crimi nology, is

13 The Tanners complain (pp. 6-7) that four of the reviewers in vol. 6 no. 1
of ROOM attack Brent Metcalfe's acade mic qualifications. Thc implication is
that, when LDS apologists turn to such tactics, they must not have anything
valid to say about the issues themselves. But what about the ten other reviewers
who apparently did not discuss Metcalfe's lack of academic credentials? I, for
example, addrcssed issues, not personalities.
14 I also agree wit h a few of the issues they have presented in their recent
book, such as thcir discussion of whether thc Ncphitcs arc "Jewish" (pp. 92-94).
Latter-day Saints often go overboard in trying to distinguish between Jews and
other Israclites. Whi le there was usually a differentiation anciently, most people
today consider the te rms Jew and Israeli//!: to be synonymous. Once, when a
group of our BYU students wcnt 10 visit Israel's chief rabbi in Israel, one of them
tricd to cltplain thaI while Jews were descendants of Judah, Mormons were
desce ndants of Joseph. Rabbi Gorcn interrupted to say that he, at least. was not
a dcscendant of Judah, but of Joseph. While most Jews do not know their tribal
affiliation, it is clear that they include representatives of a ll or most of the tribes
of Israel. Jewish descendants of Levi and Joseph frequemly have family
traditions tying them to those tribes.
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the process whereby all pieces of evidence are exami ned and a
defennination of probability is made. It is a lesson that both LDS
and non-LDS researchers must learn.
A case in point is the Tanners' declaration, cited from page 23
of Covering Up the Black Hole in the Book of Mormon, that "all
the ev idence po ints to the fact that Joseph Smith had to be
elltremely evasive with regard to the war material he had originally
prepared in the 116 pages because he cou ld not accurately
reproduce it again" (p. 88). "All the ev idence" is rather
hyperbolic,l.'i especiall y since the evidence of the text itself is that
the small plates were not to be used for recording history. The
Tanners may choose to reject this latter evidence, but it would
nevertheless be more accurate for them to write someth ing like
"some ev id ence leads us to believe" or "based on our
examination of the evide nce, we co nclude." Their a priori
assumption that Joseph Smith was a charl atan determines what
they consider "evidence." To be sure, the same could be said of
those who accept Joseph Smith as a prophet and consider only his
explanat ion as valid. For my part, I can say th at, having examined
the evide nce for the Tanners' theory and for Joseph Smi th's
declarations, I find the fo rmer unconvincing and the latter
reasonable if one admits the possibili ty of divine revelation.
Removing the divine aspects from Joseph Smith 's story wou ld
make the Book of Mormon untrue, but would not va lidate the
"black hole" theory.

The Book of Abraham
The Tan ners devote six pages of their new book to an
appendi x entitled "Tvedt nes' Attempt to Save the Book of
Abraham." Since the book purports to be a response to critics of
their " bl ack hole" theory, the appendix seems rather out of
place. 1 ca n on ly concl ude that it has been included to cast doubts
on my abilities as a scholar. I suppose I cou ld simp ly respond by
pointing out that , at the time Richley Crapo and I published our
first articles on the subject, I was still an undergraduate student.
15 We shall see other examples of their hyperbole when wc discuss their
views about the Dead Sea Scrolls as evidence against the Book of Mormon, later
in this article.
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S ince that ti me, I have earned four degrees a nd a modest
reputalion, for which, however, I do not cl aim infa llibility.
Nevenheless, the Tan ners have erred in their assessment of my
work on the Book of Abraham. It is clear from his statements that
Professor Baer did not unde rstand that we were postulating a
preex istent Abraham ic tex t La whic h a mnemon ic key was later
added . Otherw ise, he could not have sa id what he did about the
insignificance of the word the or this. Baer made some minor
poin ts with which I agree and that I hope to reexam ine when time
permits. Despite these, the theory is. as Richley and I pointed out,
a work ing theory des igned to ex pla in how the Book of Abraham
may have come about.
Rich ley's comment s about the study of how students divided
the Egyptian words on the small Sensen papyrus do not affect the
th eory.16 I did not see that part of the study. The portio n of the
study that fell into my hands was different in nature and showed
that the students in two groups (a test group and a control group)
did not reproduce Joseph Smi th 's work. I wou ld like to see the
word-divis io n test performed wi th a larger group that would
prov ide us some stat istical probabi li ties.
Since I did my work on the Book of Abraham in 1968-7 1, a
lot of new discoveries have been made by me and by others. Some
of my own work was presented in detail three years ago in a series
of lectures I gave on the Book of Abraham and summaries of the
work of several people were presented about two years ago in a
F.A.R.M.S. worki ng group. Unfortunate ly. I don' t th ink that the
LDS read ing public is going to rush to purchase a new book on
the topic.

The " Problem" of Doctrine a nd Co venants 10 and 132
In Coverillg Up tire Black Hole ill the Book of Mormon (pp.
37-38), the Tanners cite the theory of "Mormon sc holar Max
Park in" that Doctrine and Covenants ]0 is a compos ite of two
d ifferent revelations received at two differe nt times, then declare
that "t he idea of two differen t dates does not give one a great deal
16 Richlc)' Crapo, ··Ernic and Etic Approaches:· in Book of Abraham
Symposium, cd. John A. Tvedtnes (Sa lt Lake et)': Salt Lake Institute of
Religion. 1970). 33.
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of confidence in Joseph Smilh's methods." What we're dealing
with here is not known facts about how Doctrine and Covenants
10 came to be , but Parkin 's co nj ect ure . I fail to see how an
unsubstantiated theory can refl ect poorl y on Joseph Smith . I know
of no evidence whatsoever that Joseph Smi th combined two
differen t revelations of different date s to give us Doctrine and
Covenants 10. 17
The Tanners respond by sayin g that their words referred to
Parkin 's theory , not to the fact that Doctrine and Covenants 10
had been ass igned different dates in various editio ns of the
Doctrine and Cove nants. However, in the context of their orig inal
wording (though nOI necessaril y their intent ). repeated on page 69
of the p) rese nt work , the Tanners' words "the idea of two
different dates" 18 still seem to refer to the dates ass igned to the
revelation in different ed itions of the Doctrine and Covenants
rather than to Parkin 's theory , which com pri ses on ly part of the
paragraph and which is based on the different dates. In their new
book (p. 70), they admit that they agree with Parkin 's assessment.
I pointed out in my earlier review (cited by the Tanners without
noting the impl ications) that both tim es the re ve lati on was
pub lished under Josep h Smi th 's direc tion ( 1833 Book of
Commandments and 1835 Doctrine and Covenants). it bore the
date of May 1829 and that the alternate date of "summer 1828"
17 In my review of Covering Up the Blucle. Hole in tire Boole. of Mormon, I
indicated Ihal ''The Tanners believe (p. 35) Ihat the reat date [of D&C 101 was
May 1829" (RB BM 3 (1 991): 2 10). In their response, they correct me on this
issue (p. 70), indicating Ihal they said no such thing on page 35. I had assumed,
from their quote of Park in as suppon for their views (p. 34, not 35) that they
agreed with his evidence for the 1829 dating. This assumption was bolstered by
Ihe facI thaI Ihe Tanners also appear to have acce pted Parkin'S conclusion thaI
D&C 10 was an amalgam of two revelalions, the Imer of which was wrillen in
May 1829. which wo utd make the whole an 1829 production, especially in view
of Ihe suggestion that Joseph Smilh may have made changcs in Ihe original. I
was pleased Ihat, in their res ponse, Ihe Tanners corrected my misreading of their
intent and that they quickly returned 10 the issue they we re add ressing rather than
expanding on my failing eyesight (reading p. 35 instead of ]4).
18 If. instead of "the idea of IWO different dales," Ihe Tanne rs had wrinen
"the combini ng of IWO revelations fro m diffe renl dates." I might have grasped
their meaning. Bu t even their real intentions make no sense. since they arc
discussing Parkin 's theo ry which, unless proven to be factual. cannot possibl y
renecI on Joseph Smilh's work .
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was added by later editors.!9 Parkin 's theory is therefore nOI even

based on Joseph Smith's own indications of the date. To judge
Joseph Smith on the basis of such guesswork is hardly fair.
The Tanners also fault Joseph Smith for ass igning a date of 12
Jul y 1843 to the revelation on plural marriage (D&C 132), when it
is clear that he had been engaged in the practice for several years
(pp. 69- 70). (Th is is hardly news; it has been noted in LDS
record s since the mid-nineteenth century.) Indi catin g that the
"same sort of me thodol ogy" was used in this case as in thaI
suggested by Parkin for Doctrine and Covenan ts 10, the Tanners
imply that Joseph Smith is being deceptive in assigning an 1843
dale to the revelation. The fact is that Joseph did not record a
revelation when he was first told to practice plural marriage. He
wrote the 1843 revelation only afte r Emma insisted that she would
no longer support the princip le unless she had the revelation in
writing.20 A divine revelatio n need not be written, only obeyed.
The Tanners, again following Parkin , take Joseph S mith to
task for c hang ing some of the wording in Doctrine and Covenants
10 after its original publication. Thi s " really bothers us," they
declare (p. 70) . They have long been bothered by this and other
c han ges to some o f Joseph 's revelations. Strangely, these c hanges
seem to have not concerned Joseph Sm ith 's earl y fo ll owers, who
were acquainted with both the "before" and the "aft er" versions.
Th ey readily accepted the idea that God wal) the source of the
reve lations and that he could reword them at will. Thi s may be too
si mpli st ic for th e Tanners, but it fit s the patte rn of at least one
Bible prophet, Jeremiah , who redictated hi s earlier book, burned
by order of the king, and added mo re information to the second
ed iti on (J ere miah 36:32).21

19 RBOM 3 ( 199 1): 210. n. 10.
20 Sec the footnotes to the discussion of D&C 132 in Lyndon W. Cook. The
Revelations of Joseph Smilh (Sait Lake City: Deseret, 1985),347-49. This was
nOl the onl y lime that early Latter-day Saints, based on their Protestant heritage
of adherence to the wrilten "word of God," insisted on a wri tten document before
believing reve lations declared by Joseph Smith.
21 Compare the apocryphal story of how EUa, wit h divine assis tance,
restored lost Bible books to compile what we now call the "Old Testament" (4
Ezra 14:18-48).
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The Book of Lehi "Problem"
Repeating what they wrote in Covering Up the Black Hole in
fhe Book of Mormon , the Tanne rs see proble ms with Joseph
Smith 's statement, in the preface to the 1830 edition of the Book
of Mormon, that the 11 6 pages came from the "book of Lehi."
They poi nt out that " the Preface was complete ly removed from
later edit ions" (p . 65), implying that the remova l was necessitated
by the fact that the preface contradicted the assertion in Doctrine
and Covenants 10:44 that th e 116 pages were from " an
abridgment of the account of Nephi." (On p. 38 of Covering Up
the Black Hole in the Book of Mo rmon, they say that "it was
embarrassing to the church and is no longer included in the Book
of Mormon.") That the 116 pages had to comprise more than ju st
the account of Lehi (or an abridgment thereat) is clear from the
fact that, by the time th ose pages were taken , Joseph Smith had
already reac hed t he time of King Benjamin (D&C 10:41 ), who
lived four centuries after Lehi . Th is fa ct alone argues against the
idea that Joseph Smith changed hi s story in midstream.
In Covering Up th e Black Hole in the Book of Mormon (p.
38), the Tanners wrote, "Since Joseph Smith could not accurately
reproduce the mate ria l which he c laimed Mo rmon had abridged
from Lehi's plates, he found it necessary to have Lehi 's son,
Nephi, create an e ntire ly differe nt set of plate s, known as the
'plates of Nephi.' These plates also passed down to Mormon who
abridged them in the same way he did the 'plates of Lehi.' " That
Joseph Smith didn't invent the plates of Nephi after the 11 6 pages
were lost is clear from Doctrine and Covenants 10:38- 39 where,
referring to "those th ings that you have written, which have gone
out of your hands" (the 116 pages), the Lord te lls Joseph , "You
remember it was said in those writings that a mo re particular
account was g iven of these thin gs upo n the plates of Nephi ."
Clearly, the 116 pages had to have mentioned the plates of Neph i;
otherwise, Joseph Smith would have been plac ing himself in a
position of bei ng ex posed for fraud , since (I) Martin Harris wou ld
have known whether those pages s poke of such plates, and (2)
Joseph believed that the pages could be produced by those who
had possession of them .
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The Tanne rs suggest that , when the 116 pages were stolen,
Joseph Smith aborted a pl an that had Mormon abridging the
plates of Le hi (p. 65 ). If he gave up thi s plan , why did he even
mention the supposedly "earli er" plan by speaking of the book
and plates of Lehi in the preface to the 1830 Book of Mormon?
Wouldn ' t thai work against him? And wh y speak in the small
plates of " the record wh ich has bee n ke pt by my fath er" (1
Nephi 6: I)? Surely by the time Joseph Smith dictated this chapler,
if he were makin g up the story as he went along, he would have
gotten stra ight in hi s mind ho w he would expla in the material.
Wh y add ite ms th at the Tanners or others could readil y show to be
" in co ns istcn t "7
The T anners' insiste nce that " the plates of Lehi" were the
source from whi ch, according to Joseph Smith 's 1830 preface,
Mormon abridged the book of Leh i, is hardl y evide nce that the
Prophet changed hi s story and had Mormon abridging the " plates
of Ne phi" instead . As I poi nted out in my ori ginal rev iew, the
" pla tes of Ne phi " are mentioned as the source of Mormon's
work several times in that part of the Book of Mormon dictated
aft e r the 116 pa ges, beginning as earl y as Mos iah 1:6, 16. If
Jose ph changed his sto ry that earl y, why would he include the
information about Le hi in the preface, whi ch he obviously wrote
late r. perhaps after di ctating the whole book? And if the 116
pages claimed to have been take n fro m the " plates of Lehi " (as
separate from Nephi' s work) , then wouldn 't Joseph Smith be
ope nin g himse lf to exposure as a fraud by ha vin g the rest of
Mormon's abridgment claim to have been taken from the "plates
of Nephi"? Had someone made the 116 pages pu blic, he would
have been caught in a lie.
That there is no real contradicti on in speaking of both the
" pl ates of Lehi" (in the 1830 preface) and the " plates of Nephi"
(in D&C 10) is indicated in the fact that the small " pl ates of
Nephi " (I Neph i 9:2) are later called " the plales of Jacob.
made by the hand of Nephi " (Jacob 3: 14), though several others
also wrote on the m. Nephi copied hi s father's record onto the
large pl ates ( I Ne phi 19: 1- 2).
If, as the Tanne rs believe, the 116 lost pages contained only
the "Book of Le hi," the n where did Nephi write the things to
whi ch he refers in the small plates. He says that he (not hi s fath er
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Lehi) had written a history, including stories of warfa re, on his
"other plates" ( I Nephi 9 :2-4; 19:4). If the 11 6 pages still
existed in Joseph Smith's day, would he not be jeopardizing his
work by making such references in the small plates-refere nces
that could be shown to be incorrect simply by produc in g the 11 6
pages?

The Small Plates
Thi s bri ngs us to what the Ta nn ers have to say about
Mormon's declaration that the small plates co mpri sed a "small
account of the prophets, from Jacob down to the re ign of this
King Benjamin , and also many of the words of Nephi" (Words of
Mormon I :3) . The fact that Nep hi is not me ntioned at the
beginning of thi s statement prompted the Tanners to suggest that
th is is ev ide nce that Jose ph Smith may have. at one time,
considered deriving the small plates from a set of plates ke pt by
Jacob and the prophets. That suggesti on, however, makes sense
only if Word s of Mormon was written before I Nephi through
Omni , at a point where, in th e Tanne rs' "blac k hole" theory.
Joseph Smith had not yet sett led on his fi nal plan for replac ing the
116 lost pages. If Word s of Mormon was written last, as the
manu scripts suggest, then it see ms unlike ly that Joseph Smith
could have forgotten that he had just dictated the sma ll pl ates,
most of which compri sed Nephi 's record . Had Joseph Smith been
the author of the Book of Mormon, would it not be more logical
that he list Nephi fi rst? But if Mormon had read the small plates
along wit h a ll the oth er materia ls th at had come into his
possession. he mi ght very well have spoke n of the li ne of " the
prophets, from Jacob dow n to the re ign of thi s King Benjamin,"
in whose hands the plates re main ed fo r most of the time during
which their writings were engraved.
The Tanners fa ult me for writing in my review that " it is
much more logica l to assume that Mormon si ngled out Jacob
because most of the writ ings on th e small plates were by hi s
descendan ts and because the plates were passed dow n in th aI
li ne."22 I a m not so ignorant of the size of Nephi 's writings
compared to the others on the small plates as to suggest that the
22 RBBM 3 (1991): 210.
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writi ngs of Jacob and his descendants covered more pages. Yel
thi s is what the Tanners accuse me of, repeating their count of the
c hapters (p. 68). It was not more chaplers that Jacob and hi s
descendants wrote, but more separate entries or books. Had I used
the singular " writing," I would have been wrong . But my words
" most of the writings" shoul d not be interpreted as " mosl of the
chapters," as the Tanners have done. 23

The Timing of Christ's Birth
The Tanners devote pages 45--49 of their new book to what
they see as a falal di scre pancy in the Book of Mormon account.
S ince Lehi and Nephi knew that C hrist wou ld be born some 600
years after they left Jerusalem, it is inconceivable, to the Tanners,
that Alma could indicate that "we kn ow not how soon" Christ
would come and wish "t hat it mi ght be in my day" (Alma
13:25). They point out that Tom Nibley, Matt Roper, and I have
responded to this "prob le m" in three different ways. Nibley and
Roper, for examp le, pointed out that verse 24 made it c lear that
Alma was referring not to Christ's birth, but to " his coming in his
glory. " Roper and I both suggested that the 600 years of I Nephi
10:4; 19:8; 25: 19 is an approximation-six ce nturi es. not
precisely six hundred years. I suggested that Alma may not have
been aware of the prophec ies of Nephi and Lehi. All of these can,
in fact, be true si multaneously. The Tanners may accuse me of
"try ing to ride two (or three] horses at the same time," as they
did on a related subject (p. 49). But since there is noth ing
mutuall y exclu sive in the three approaches, it is a non- issue. The
Tanners are merely following their us ual ploy of pittin g LDS
scholars against eac h other, describing differe nces of a pproach
rather than of real facts.
The Tanners note that when Alma said of Christ's co min g,
"would to God that it might be in my day" (Alma 13:25), he
held a be lief that the "event mi ght occur in hi s day" (p. 46).
Actually, the opposite is true. There are two Hebrew expressions
that the Kin g James translato rs rendered "wou ld (to ] God that"
23 The current chapters are a late di vision ()f the Book. of Mormon. To
count them makes as much sense as counting pages. I was not discussing the
number or pages, but the number of entries or books.
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or "would that. "24 In all but o ne case that I found in the Bible
(Genesis 30:34),25 the situation being described is clearly one that
is impossible of fulfillment. Note the following:
• "Would to God we had died" (Exodu s 16:3); "would God that
we had died" (Numbers 14:2 [twice] ; 20:3); "would God I had
died for thee" (2 Samuel 18;33); the speakers obviously hadn't
died.
• "Would to God that a ll the Lord's people were prophets"
(Numbers II :29); unfortunately , they were not.
• "Would to God we had been content, and dwelt on the other
side Jordan" (Joshua 7:7); they had, however, crossed the river.
• "Wou ld to God thi s people were under my hand ! then wou ld I
remove Abime lech" (Judges 9:29); the speaker did not govern
the people.
• "I wou ld there were a sword in mine hand" (Numbers 22:29);
there wasn't.
In addit ion to Alma 13:25, the Book of Mormon uses the
expression "would to God" in two other passages, both of which
renect an impossibility of fulfi llment;
• "Would to God that we could persuade all men not to rebel
against God" (Jacob I :8); they couldn't.
• "I wou ld to God that ye had not been gu ilty of so g reat a
crime" (Alma 39:7); the crime had already been committed.
The Tanners indi cate that Samuel's declaration about the
coming of Christ "appeared to be a startling new prophecy" and
that if Le hi a nd Nephi had reall y foreseen hi s comi ng in 600
years, as the small plates indic ate, "t he Nephites should have
already known exact ly when Ch rist wou ld come into the world,"

24 Nei ther Hebrew idiom me ntio ns God. The Kin g lames translators
iimilarly added the divine title in a nother Hebrew expression, changi ng "may
the king tive" to "God save the king:' to correspond to the formula used in the
British coronation cere mony (J Samuel 10:24; 2 Samuel 16:16: 2 Kings 11 :12;
2 Chronicles 23: I I),
25 Even this may have been intended by Laban as an expression of
impossibility,
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so Samuel's five-year prophecy would be of no va lue (p. 53; see
also p. 5 1). Bm since the Nephites of Samuel' s day were wicked.
we should nol ex pect that they were well- versed in the scriptures,
even in prophec ies of Chri st' s coming. 26 Besides, the ne w element
in Samuel' s prophecy is nor the fi ve years, but that he gives signs
of Chri st 's com ing. It was beca use they had not yet seen the
s igns-not because someone had watched the ca lend ar to see
whe n 600 years had pa ssed- Ihat the nonbelievers dec ided to
execute the beli evers unless Samuel's prophecy came to pass (3
N ephi 1:5-9),

The "Black Hole"
Accordin g to th e " black hole" theory . Joseph Smith had to
replace the losl 116 pages with material that he pretended came
fro m another source, whic h he called the "s mall plates of Nephi ."
In compos ing the story, he had to avoid detail s that might conflict
with what was on the 11 6 pages, lest they be produced and thereby
prove him a liar. But an ex am inat ion of the Book of Mormon
shows that materi al taken from Mormon' s abridgment (notably
Mosiah and Alma) re fl ects info rmati on that is al so found on the
small plates. Since, accordin g to the Tanners' theory, Joseph
Smith had not yet conceived of the idea of th e small plates, we
must presume that thi s information was included in the 116 pages.
In thi s case, if Joseph we re the author of the Book of Mormon,
rather than its translator, would n' t he be placing himse lf in the
same danger by includi ng thi s material in later portions of the
Book of Mormon? I refer to the fo llowing passages:
• Mosiah 1:16- 17 cont ains informati on abo ut things, such as the
plates of brass, the plates of Nephi, the sword of Laban, and the
balJ or director, that are mentioned in the small plates .
• Mosiah 10: 12- 16 discusses events in the life of Nephi that are
also re ported in 1-2 Nephi.

26 Metcalfe does note that He lama n 8:22 indicates that Lchi and Nephi and
others had prophesied the comi ng of C hri st (New Approaches ro the Book. of
Mo rmon, 4 17). But he. like the Tanners. who cite him (pp. 53-54), docs lIot
recognize the imponance of that statement in the light of t he fac t that such
prophecies were subsequen tly dictated by Joseph Smi th from the sma ll plates.
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• Mosiah 11 ; 13 speaks of a tower north of Shilom that "had been
a resort for the children of Nephi at the time they fled out of the
land" of Nephi. The flight obviously refers to the departure of
Mosiah I from hi s home land , which is mentioned on the small
plates in the book of Omni. In this case, Mormon's abridgment
includes details not known from the small plates and which,
consequently, had to be on the large plates and most probably
included in the abridgment that formed the 116 lost pages .
• Alma 3:6- 17 speaks of the sk in c urse imposed on the
Lamanites, which is known from the small plates. Significantly,
it includes words uttered by the Lord to Nephi (verses 14- 17)
that are not found on the small plates.
If these ite ms were not recorded on the 116 lost pages, they
would have made little or no sense in the books of Mos iah and
Alma. Were Joseph Smith the author of the Book of Mormon , he
would have placed himself in danger of being caught in hi s fraud
by talkin g about these ite ms in the small plates, where he might
have contradicted what he had dictated earlier. This is particularly
true of the detailed descriptions of the liahona ( I Nephi 16:10,
27-29) and the sword of Laban (I Nephi 4:9). All of this suggests
to me that there is no " black hole. "
One of the most unconvincing parts of the Tanners' "black
hole" work has been their in sistence that " important material that
should be found on the small plates of Nephi is missing" (p. 75) .
But the list of what "should be found" is their own. The fact that
the express purpose of the small plates is sa id to be re li gious,
rather than hi storical, in nature, is unacceptable to the Tanners.

Missing Festivals
The Tanners find fault with the Book of Mormon for not
naming any of the Jewish festi val s of the Old Testament. Why they
should insist on the very names and ignore the ev idence for the
observance of some of these fe st ivals is beyond me. Th ei r
mathematica l ga me doesn't really shed any light on the matter.
Most of the Old Testament references to the festivals are fou nd in
the law of Moses (Exodus through Deuteronomy), where they are
instituted. One cannot compare this lega l code with the Book of
Mormon, which is most ly prophecy, preac hin g. and hi story. It

224

REVIEW OF BOOKS ON THE BOOK OF MORMON 6/2 (1994)

would be more reasonable to compare Mormon 's abridgment
with the main history of the Israelites, foun d in Joshua through 2
Kings. Most Bible sc holars agree that the book s of Joshua, Judges,
1- 2 Samuel, and \-2 Kings were compi led or redacted at the
same time and co mpri sed the essentia l hi story of anc ie nt Israel
from the lime of the conquest of the promised land down 10 the
exile therefrorn . 27 In this sense, il is rough ly paralle l in nalure,
though not in time. with the Nephite record. 2s
Noting that Passover is mentioned 77 limes in the Bible (I
found only 45 in the Old Testament) and un leavened bread 43
times, the Tanners write, "We would expect, therefore, to find a
significant number of references to that fe stival in the Book of
Mormon, " along wi th references to its assoc iated Feast of
Unleavened Bread (p, 94) ,29 In their count, they fai l to tell us that
some biblical references to "unleavened bread/cakes" are not in
27 Fo r example, note the si milar phraseology found in Judges 3:7: 6:2530; I Kings 14: 15- 16,22-23: 16:3 1-33; 2 Kin gs 13:6: 17:10-12, 16; 21:3.
28 1-2 Chronicles are a Imer rewriting of the books of Samuel and Kings,
which they contradict at many points. Preparcd by priests and designed to rcOect
post-exilic Judais m, the Chronicles, while useful and sometimes incorporating
materials from other sources. arc not as reliable as the earlie r reco rds. Since the
Chronicles renect Jewish beliefs th:ll postdate Lehi's dcpanure from Jerusalem,
they are, along with the New Testament . less instructive about how the Nephites
would have seen the festivals. The books of Chronicles in our Bibles afe 11 01 the
ancie nt "chronicles of the kings" of Judah and Israel sometimes referred to in 12 Kin gs as a source of additional information. Of interest to Latter-day Saints is
the facI that the books of Samuel and Kings (which arc termed 1-4 Kin gs in the
Septuagint) are evidently abridgments of earlier contemporary annals of the
kings. In this respec t. they arc a precedent for the two sets of records kepI by
Nephi (one a sho rte r version with emphasis on spiritual matters) and the
abridgment prepared by Mo rmon.
29 The Tanners note that the fe ast of unleavened bread and poss ibly the
Sabbath are mentioned on ostraca from Elephantine (p. 132). Might we fi nd the
same kind of thing on Nephite oSlraca? They also note thai si nce the Nephiles
were "orthodox" in following the law of Moses. while the Jews at Elephantine
were "heterodox," "one would expect to find much more dc tailed material in the
Book of Mormon relating to Jewish religiou~ practices than in the Elephantine
papyri" (p. 129). A lot of assumptions arc being made here. By all accounts,
Lchi found himself differing with the Jews at Jerusalem ( I Nephi 1:18-20). who
drove him our of Jerusalem because he laught of the Messiah to come (Helaman
8:22). As for the Jcws of Ele phnntine. [ suspeCt that they viewed themselves as
orthodo)( Jews. despite what those at Jerusalcm might ha ve thought of their
wayward practices and beliefs.
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the context of a festival and are simply mentioned as things eaten
(Genes is 19:3; Judges 6: 19- 21; I Samuel 28:24; I Chronicles

23:29).
Most references to the two festi vals of Passover and
unleavened bread are found in the law of Moses, But in the main
history portion of the Old Testament (Joshua through 2 Kings),
there are only two references to them. Joshua and the Israelites
celebrated the two feasts after crossi ng the Jordan river into the
land of Canaan (Joshua 5:10-11 ). It is likely that this was the first
time they had celebrated the feasts since the exodus. Joshua 5:2-9
expressly states that, prior to the celebrat ion, they circumcised all
Israelite males for the first time since leaving Egypt. (In Exodus
12:43-48, we read that uncircumcised males can not participate in
the Passover feasl.) Later, we read that when a copy of the law
(Deute ronomy, according to most Bibl e scholars) was
inadvertently discovered in the time of King Josiah, he and hi s
people ce lebrated the Passover with unleavened bread (2 Kings
23:9,21-23; 2 Chronicles 35: 1. 6- 9, II , 13, 16-19). In both
cases, we are dealing with the reinstitution of the festival, not an
annual observance. The chron iclers later credited King Hezekiah
with a sim ilar celebration (2 Chronicles 30: 1-2, 5, 15, 18, 2 1), but
Ihis may have been an attempt to build up Hezekiah, who was
highly revered in post~exilic times. 3D In this case, too, we are
dealing wit h a reinstitution of the fest iva l, of wh ich, we are
informed, there had not been "the like in Jerusalem" "since the
time of Solomon" (2 Chronicles 30:26).
In the historical text of Joshua through 2 Kings, there is no
mention of the feast of Tabernacles or of booths. Indeed, when it
was reinstituted in the days of Ezra, it was noted that the feast had
not been celebrated "since the days of Jeshua [J oshua]"
(Nehem iah 8: 17). The only reference to circumcision in Joshua-2
Kings is the one performed in conjunction with the celebration in
Joshua 5, noted above. Almost all the other references to
circumcision are In the Pentateuch (Genesis through
Deuteronomy). The Tanners cite Moroni 8:8, wh ich speaks of the
abolition of circumcision by Christ, and declare that it is "a very
strange statement because there seems to be no ev idence in the
30 Later Jewish tradition makes Hezekiah a prime candidate for the
Messiahship .
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Book of Mormon thai it was e ver pract iced" (p. 95), We CQuid
say the same of the historical record of the Israelites. with the sole
exception of Josh ua. Moreove r, the very fact thai circumcision is
mentioned in Moroni 8:8 shows that Joseph S mith, if he authored
the Book of Mormon, was aware that it should have been a normal

practice among an a nc ient Israelite group. Why, then , would he
avoid mentioning it earlier in the Book of Mormo n? My answer,
whic h will undoubted ly not satisfy the Tanne rs, is that he did not
author the Boo k of Mormon and thai ils true autho rs, like the
author(s) of Joshua- 2 Kings. accepted circumcisio n as a given and
saw no need to elC.plain it. As for the complaim that the only other
re fe rences to ci rcu mc is ion in the Book of Mo rmon are to
ci rc umci sion of the heart (p. 95), we should point out that this
con cept began wi th Moses (De ute ro nomy l O: J6) and was
repeated by Jerem iah (Je remiah 4 :4), a conte mporary of Lehi .
I believe that the Nephites, like the ancient Israe lites. accepted
the festi va ls, the sabbaths, and other ceremonial aspects of the law
of Moses as a given and therefore found no need to me ntion them
at every tum in the road. That they did, indeed, practice unnamed
ceremonies is confirm ed in Mosiah 19:24, where we read, "And it
came to pass that after they had ended the ceremony, that they
returned to the land of Neph i." The fact that "the ceremony" is
mentioned onl y in passing and is not described suggests that it was
such a normal thing that there was no need to explain it. I believe
that these Ncphites, who had just s lain the ir king and perhaps
others in battle, underwe nt the purificat io n required under the law
of Moses for those who had tou ched dead bodie s . I have
submitted an article o n this s ubject, e ntit led "The Nephite
Purification Ce remo ny," to the Jou.rnal of Book of Mormon
Stu.dies. 31
Th e Tanners criti c ize Joh n Welch fo r suggest ing that the
" trump of God" in Alma 29: I shows th at the Nephites practiced
the blowing of the shofar at the new year.32 They write, " It is hard
3 1 Like my feast of T:lbern:lcles work . I h:lppened upon the ide:ls given in
this article. I was not looking ror ··cvidencc" to support the Book or Mormon.
Rathe r. when. on an occ:lsion more than a decade ago 1 was reading the passage. I
suddenly realized the implications or the word ceremony.
32 John W. Welch. King Benjamin·s Speech In the COnrexl of Ancielll
Isroelile Festivals (F.A.R.M .S. paper. 1985).21-23.
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for us to understand how the mention of the 'tru mp of God,'
which appears about 120 pages after King Benjamin's speech in
the Book of Mormon,33 provides evidence" for this practice (p.
123). Anyone unacquainted with the use of the shofar would
naturally be confused. It is necessary to understand that, for the
Jews, the blowing of the shofar at the so-called "new year," the
first day of the month of Ti shre, is considered an announcement
to mankind to repent and prepare for the judgment, which is
precisely what Alma is saying in Alma 29: I. That judgment, they
believe, takes place on Yom kippur, the "day of atonement," nine
days later, when the names of the righteous are "sea led" in
heaven .34 Four days after that , when the danger of damnation is
past, the people celebrate the fea st of Tabernacles.

The Feast of Tabernacles
There is abundant evidence in Mosiah 1- 6 that the Nephites,
on this occasion at least. observed the feast of Tabernacles. Yet the
Tanners state, "We are so certain that these six chapters contain
nothing co ncerning the Feast of Tabernacles or any other Jewish
festival that we are including the entire text in this respon se" (p.

100).
Simply saying that there is no evidence that Mosiah 1-6 has a
relationship to the feast of Tabernacles is not enough. I wrote two
length y articles on this subject , detailing features shared by th e
Jewi sh and Old Testament feast of Tabernacles and the Nephite
assembl y under King Benjamin. 35 Unless the Tanners can show

33 Only the Tan ners ean te ll us the re leva nce of the " 120 pagcs" that
separnte King Benjamin's speech from Alma's declaration. Welch did nOl
indicate that Alma was discussing king Benjamin's assembly. 1 suspect that this
is just another way of emphasizing what the Tanners sec as the absurd ity of the
situation. Following such reasoni ng. we shou ld perhaps count the num ber of
pages that ~e pa rate Moses' decla ration about the special prophet to come
(Deuteronomy 18: 15) from its fulfillment in Chri st (Acts 3:22).
34 Hence the Jewish new year greeting, lratimah toyah, literally, "a good
sealing."
35 John A. T vedtnes, ''The Nephite Feast of Tabernacles," in Tinkling
Cymbals: Essays ill HOIwr of Hugh Nib/ey. cd. John W. Welch (pri vately
published by Joh n W. Welch, 1978), and " King Benjamin and the Feast of
Tabernacles," in By S/udy and Also by FlIi/h. EsSllys in Honor of Hugh Nibley,
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that these shared feat ures do nOt ex ist. they shou ld refrain from
their strong assertions. They have completely failed 10 address the

ev idence.
The following is a list of featu res associated with the ancient
Israe lite feast of Tabernacles that are also found in connection
with the Nephite assembly under King Benjamin .
• T he people assemb le at the temple

• T he king or political leader presides from a raised platform
• People dwell by fam ilies in booths or tents
• Spec ial sacrifices arc offe red
• Ex ho rtations addressed to the adult s specificall y exclude
c hildren

• The law is read (especiall y the " paragraph of the king")
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

God's mercy and salvation arc mentioned
Rec itation is made of God's dealin gs wi th his people
Reci tation is made of the commandments of God
Reci tation is made of the curses and b lessings of the law
The people are ex horted to love and serve God
The people are promised prosperity if they obey God
The people. in choru s. make a covenanl of obedience
The people prostrate the mselves to worship
Sometimes the coronation of the king is in volved
Sometimes the na mes of the covenanters are taken
The king b lesses the people
It should be read il y appare nt that the Ncp hite assembly

parallels the feast of Tabernacles in a large number of features. By
contrast, o nl y a few of these featu res can be fou nd in the
n ineteenth-century camp meetings to which the Tanners compare
Mosiah 1-6 (pp. 134-35). Indeed. some o f these may not have
been typical of such meetings. For example. the fact that fami lies
bro ug ht their ten ts to o ne meeti ng, as c ited by the Tanners (p.
135), is nOI evidence that this always happened and, indeed, from
other contemporary descript ions, thi s appears not to be the normal
thing to do. (I suppose it depended o n how far away the meeting

cd. John M. Lundquist & Stephen D. Ricks. yol. 2 (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book
and F.A.R.M.S .• 1990).
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was from the sett lements.) The building o f the platform for the
camp meeti ng s peakers seems to be a log ical thing to do, in view
of the large numbers of peop le who had to be addressed. From
thi s standpoint, Josep h Smith, had he authored the Book of
Mormon, could have used the same logic or simpl y described
what he saw in camp meetings. But the fact that the Book of
Mormon says Benjamin had a tower constructed moves us from
nineteenth-century America to anc ient Israe l, where the Hebrew
term for the platform co nstructed for the feast o f Tabernacles is,
in Nehemiah 8:4, ca ll ed migda J, the no rmal Hebrew word for
"tower" (which is the way it is usually translated in KJV).
Metcalfe suggested that aspects of the camp meetings were
drawn from the biblical feas t o f T abernacles. 36 To be sure, thi s
would have made it easier for Joseph Smith to borrow the idea
from preachers o f hi s time. But if he kne w that they were copy ing
the fea st of T abernacles, why d idn '{ he use that term in the Book
of Mormon ? More important, however, is the fact that Benjamin 's
assembly includes feature s of the Feast o f Tabernacles not
mentioned by the Tanners or Metcalfe in con nection with the
camp meeting s.J 7 Thi s inc ludes th e re ferences to parts of
Deuteronomy (notably the paragraph of the kin g in Deuteronomy
17: 14- 20) used ancient ly in the liturgy o f the feas t of
Tabernacles, the fact that the kin g ( rather than the high priest)
presided, the coronati on ceremony, the assembl y at the te mpl e
(cam p meeti ngs typicall y being in the countryside), and the fact
that, during the meetin g, each family remai ned in its own tent.
One piece of ev idence given by the Tanners to refute the idea
that Kin g Be njamin presided at a celebrati on o f the feast of
Tabernacles is that he had to ca ll the people together (Mosiah
1:10), whereas the ancie nt Israe lites "k new when these festiva ls
took place and automaticall y ga thered to worship the Lord" (p.
118). 38 But in New T estament times, when we have more
information about th e fest ivals, peop le awaited word from
Jerusalem to dec la re th e be g innin g of th e month with the
appearance of the new moon. Fire signals were lit on hilltops
36 Brent Metcalfe. New Af'proaches, 421. n. 3J.
37 I notcd this in my review of Mctcalfe in R88M 6/ 1 (1994): 48.
38 [ discussed this in ··King Benjamin and the Feast of Tabernacles." 2:234 .
n.

6.5.
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across the country (and into Babylon) to send the message. later to
be replaced by runners.39 For festivals like Passover/Unleavened
Bread and Tabernacles, which each began at sundown on the
fourteenth day of the month (i.c., at the full moon), people had
about two weeks' warning. We do not know what the procedure
was in Old Testament times. but it is likely that people d idn ' t have
calendars hanging on the wa ll by which they could c heck the
dates of the festivals. Indeed, afler loshua 's conquest of Canaan,
the on ly Old Testament festival celebrations in Israel were
declared by the king (2 Kings 23:1-99, 21 -23; 2 Chronicles
30:1 - 2) or other political leaders (Nehemiah 8: 13- 15), juS! as in
the Book of Mormon . We cannot reject these parallels simply
because they denote a restoration of a discontinued practice; for
all we know, King Benjamin may ha ve reinstituted the feast in his
day.

Firstlings of the Flock
The Tanners, citin g M. T. Lamb, point out that, under the law
of Moses, the firstborn of the flocks be longed to the Lord and
were turned over to the high priest and, while they cou ld be
offered as a peace offerin g, were never used as a si n or burnt
offerin g. Consequently, they say, Mosiah 2:3 is wrong in say ing
that the Nephites "also took of the firstlings of their flocks, that
they might offer sacrifice and burnt offerings according to the law
of Moses" (p. 96). Various responses to this dilemma have been
given, including the one cited by the Tanners (p. 99) in which L.
Ara Norwood indicates that the word firstling could have been a
mistake made by Mormon in hi s abridgment. 4o While this is not
impossible, I think there is a si mpler answer. S ince the Nephites
were not descendants of Aaron, there were no Aaronic priests to
whom the firstlings could be given. In Genesis 4:4, we read that
Abel. who li ved lo ng before Aaron and conseq uent ly could nol
deliver hi s animals to priests of that line, brought "of the firstlings
of his fl oc k and of the fat thereor' and offered sacrifi ce to the
Lord. In the case of the Neph ites, since there were no Aaronie
priests to whom the firstlings could be given, it probably made
39 Mishnah Nosh ha-Shanah 2:2-4.
40 RBBM 3(1991): 160-61. \6S--Q6.
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perfectly good sense to offer them directly to the Lord as burnt
offerin gs, as had been done in ea rli er generat ions. This is
perfectl y logical, in view of the fact that they, as Israelites but not
descendants of Aaron , wou ld not have been permitted to consume
the firstlings or make other use of them. (The law of Moses even
forbade working a firstborn bullock or sheari ng the wool of a
firstbo rn sheep).

Bible Plagiarism
The Tanners repeat some of their earlier assertions that Joseph
Smith plagiarized the Bible to compose the Book of Mormon.
Some LDS writers believe that the Lord revealed the trans lation of
the Book of Mormon Isaiah passages and Jesus' sermon in the
language of the King James Bibl e (KJV). If one accepts the
principle of divine revelatio n, that is certainly a n acceptab le
possib ility. For my part. J have no problem with Joseph Smith
using the Bible directly and making changes onl y when there were
serious differe nces. 41 Not havi ng been present at the time, I do not
know if he had a Bible with him when he dictated the Book of
Mormon to hi s scribes. The fact that he usually eliminated words
that in the KJV of Isaiah are italicized hints that he may have used
the Bible itself. But it is not imposs ible that the Lord had him
eliminate these words, which. after a ll. represent English words
added to the text to make more sense out of the underlying
Hebrew.
I am convi nced, at any rate. that had Joseph Smith given a
totally new rend iti on of Isaiah for these passages, the Book of
Mormon would not have been as well accepted as it was . When
Robert Li sle Lindsey began his work with the gospel of Mark in
Israel. he initially translated it " into simple modern Hebrew from
the Greek text. The text was then distributed to Hebrew-speaking
readers and com me nt s invi ted." Many of those who reviewed the
work ex pressed "the desire that the Gospels, as ancient work s,
should be read in Old Testament Hebrew style ."42 His biblical
41 The Tanners not" that this was the view of B. H. Roberts and Sidney B.

S"'71,. 158).
2 Robert Lisle Lindsey. in his tn troduction to A Hebrew Translation oj Ihe
Gospel of Mark. (Jerusalem: B:Jptist House, n.d.). 76: see also 78-79.
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Hebrew translarion subsequently received great reviews. I suggest

thar the sa me thing would have happened had Joseph Smilh
re ndered th e Isai a h pass ages into earl y nine tee nth-century
Eng li sh. 43 Indeed, it was not unti l the lurn o f that century that
scholars we re even prepared to modify the KJV text and even after
they did S0 , many people (even today) found it hard to a ccep1.44
In ex plaining the ir positio n on bibl ic al "plagiari sm" in the
Book of Mormon, the Tanners note that , while they are not
opposed to the use of Bi ble passages per se in the Book of
Mormon, " wh at we do objec t to is lJoseph1 Smith appropriating
Bible verses and stories into hi s own works ... and claiming Ihal
he is tran slating from anc ien t docume nt s" (p. 140). Ironically,
what they describe is prec ise ly what th e translators of the King
James Bible did. 45
Writt en in struct ions to the King Ja mes Bibl e translation
co mmittee tol d them to rev ise the Bi shop's Bib le (l argely a
revision of William Tyndale's translation) rather than to begin a
new translation, but to make any necessary correction s based on
the Hebrew and Greek. After the work had begun , the tra nslators
were give n permi ssion to consult the tran slati ons of T yndale,
Coverdal e, and Geneva, and to use the ir wordin g " when they
agree better with the tex t" of the Hebrew and Greek . They were
also in structed to reta in fam ili ar passages "as they were vul garly
used." But the commiuee also referred to Spanish, French, Italian,
and Ge rman translati ons, as a lso to the Vulgate and othe r Latin
versions, the Syriac New Testament and the Aramaic Targum, and
even to the new English Catholic Rh eim s- Douay Bibl e, from
43 T he Tanners rejec t Dan Peterson' s suggestion ( ROOM 5 [1993J : 51 - 2)
that nineteenth-century Bible readers wou ld expect thaI scriptu ra l wo rks would be
wri tten in the KJV languagc (p. 138).
44 Whe never somconc asks me wh y Latter-day Sai nts continue to use the
KJ V rather than a more modem English transla tion of the Bible, I refer them to
statements by thc First Preside ncy and add that were we to aba ndon the KJ V. the
Bible para llels in the Book of Mormon and the Doctrine and Covenants would no
longer make sense. Tbe Tan ners will probably li ke this one!
45 There is " plagiarism" in the ancien t Bible texts as well. Anyone who
knows the Bible well is aware that Isaiah 2:2-4 paralle ls Micah 4: 1- 3. We
cannOt be sure whic h of these pro phets was quoti ng the other, but it i~
significant that nei ther gives credit to the other. Sho uld we apply the Tanners'
standards for plagiaris m to these Bible pass:lgcs as well?
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which they took some Latin terms (e.g., "fi rmament") that had
been left untranslated from the Vulgate.
Though archaic, Tyndale's Eng lish was retained in the King
James Bible, of wh ich 90% comes from Tyndale (e.g., " Iyl ies of
the field" in Man hew 6:28, despi te the fact that lilies are not
meant). In some cases, Tyndale's wording was kept but some key
terms changed (e.g., "love" changed to "c harity"). In other
cases where the Bishop's Bible had changed Tyndale's wording,
KJV relUrned to the ori ginal. So the King James Bible is blatant
"plagiarism." T he rev ised Bible versions produced at the turn of
the centu ry in the U.S. and Great Britai n were produced in the
same man ner. So Joseph Smith did nothing di fferent from what
the KJV translators had done. Having laid thi s fo undation, let us
now tum to some of the Book of Mormon's borrow ings of KJV
language.
The Tanners note that there are a nu mber of occurrences of
the expression "the Holy One of Israel" in 2 Nephi 9 (verses 11 12, 15,18- 19,23- 26,40-41,5 1) and conclude th at it was picked
up fro m Isa iah 50: 1_52:2,46 cited in the two preceding chapters, 2
Nephi 7-8. It is hardly news that Jacob used termi nology drawn
from Isaiah's writings; I thought everyone had noticed. However,
the expression, though it is used 26 times in Isaiah (i ncluding
Isaiah 49:7), is not used in the Isaiah passages (49:22-52:2)
quoted in th is portion of the Book of Mormon .47 The Tanners
pred ictably concl ude that "t here can be litt le doubt that Joseph
Smith picked up these words fro m the prophet Isaiah" (pp. 12 122). II is quite possible that the words were adopted from Isaiah,
but, in order to assume that Joseph Sm ith picked them up, one
must a priori believe that he is the autho r of the Book of
Mormon. If, on the othe r hand. one be li eves. as 2 Nephi 6: I
reports, that all of 2 Nephi 6-9 is a discourse by Nephi's brother
Jacob, then one ca n conclude that it was Jacob who borrowed the
words fro m Isaiah. The Tanners' "l itt le doubt," like beauty, is in
the eye of the be holder.

46 ACIU3I1y. e3rlier in the same discourse. Jacob quotes Isaiah 49:22-23 (2
Nephi 6:6-7) and Isaiah 49:24-26 (2 Nephi 6: 16).
47 It is atso found in 2 Kings 19:22 and three times in Psalms. A va riant
foem. "the Holy One of Jacob," is found in Isaiah 29:23.
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Th e Tanners conclude that, s ince 2 Nephi 9 " is actually
supposed to be Nephi 's report of a speec h by hi s brother JacobI,]
we would e xpect. then, that when we come 10 the actual book of
Jacob, it would be fill ed with this phrase ... in fact, Jacob never
uses this expressio n in any part of hi s book" (p. 122) . They gloss
over the fact that, in 2 Nephi 9: I (al so 6:8) , Jacob makes reference
to what he had just read fro m Isaiah , the n proceeds to give an
explan ation of the passage. Since he was ex pounding on chapters
49- 52 of Isaiah , we should think it ve ry unusual if he did not use
words from the prophet whose writings he was explaining,48 But in

the book of Jacob, he was not ex plain ing passages from Isaiah, so
we sho uld not require him to use the term " Holy One of Israel"
there. S imilarl y, were I to g ive a public address on the Founh of
Jul y, I might use words such as independellce, patriot, founding
f athers, and the lik e~word s that you probabl y won' t find in any
of my other writ ings.
After hav in g noted the dist ributio n of the term " Holy One of
Israe l," the Tanners note th at, in another of his d iscourses, Jacob
uses the term "Lord of Hosts" six: times (Jacob 2:28-30, 32-33).
While noting that "these words are found 47 times in the book of
Isaiah," they fa il to tell us that they are commo n in other pan s of
the Bible as well (252 times), and that it is one of the oldest of the
d ivi ne titles. To the Tanners, " it is interesting to note that Jacob
never uses these word s in any othe r pan of hi s book." and that, in
his quote from the prophet Zenas in Jacob 5, Jacob uses the term
"the Lo rd of the viney ard " thirty-three times, tho ug h the term,
also fo und in Mark 12:9. is not used e lsewhere in the Book of
Mormon, (p. 122). They conclude, "From the above we can see
that Joseph S mith sometimes latched on to a biblical ex pression,
used it fo r a sho rt time and the n abando ned it for an other phrase
w hi ch caug ht hi s atte nti o n" (p. 122). They ma ke similar
statements in regard to the te rm "th e Lo rd God Omnipotent,"
kn own fro m the book of Revelatio n, notin g that "Joseph Smith
used the words . . . on ly in the porti o n dealin g with King
Be njamin 's speech." S imil arl y, the term " Lamb of God," found
o nl y in Jo hn 1:29. 36, sho ws up "35 times in the Book of
4 8 Indeed. in anticipation of his reading of the Isaiah passage. he used the

term "Holy One of Israel" three ti mes in chapler 6 of the same di scourse (2 Nephi
6:9-10. 15).
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Mormon, but ... 28 are located in the first two books of Nephi,"
The Tanners see, in these examples, "cases where poseph SmithJ
became fascinated with some word or expression he plagiarized,
used it a number of times and the n suddenly dropped it" (p.
121 ).
I suppose that's plausible, if one ass umes that he was
thumbing through a Bible. But let's look at the distribution again.
"Holy One of Israel " is frequentl y used by Jacob in a discourse
explainin g Isaiah passages. "Lord of Hosts" is used extensively
in another discourse by Jacob on a different subject. "Lord of the
vineyard" is found only in the prophecy of Zenas. "The Lord
God Omnipotent" is found only in King Benjamin's speec h.
"Lamb of God" is used almost exclusively in Nephi 's writings.
This looks suspiciously like evidence for independent authorship
of Nephi, Zenos, Jacob, and King Benjamin 's speech.
As part of their discussion of the assembly over which King
Benjam in presided, the Tanners quote all of Mosiah 1-6,
comparing so me brief passages with New Testament passages
from which they believe Joseph Sm ith plagiari zed the words (pp.
101 _ 17).49 While they admit that some of these could be "only a
coincidence," an examination of the text suggests not that Jose ph
Smith deliberately used King James Bible wording, but that it was
pan of hi s vocabulary and therefore naturally came to be used in
the translat ion. To illustrate, let 's do a similar study of the first two
paragraphs of Lincoln's Gettysburg Address.~o
Gettysburg Address

King James Bible

Four score and seven years
ago,
our fathers brought fo rth

fourscore and seven ( I Chr.
7:5)
their fa thers, which brought
fonh (2 Chr. 7:22)

49 Thc words said to have been taken from the Bible are. for the most part,
IIOt specific, but simple ellpressions of normal speech. In some cases, the New
Testament is clearly quoting from the Old Testament (e.g., Mark 12:30 derives
from Deuteronomy 6:5 ," which is repeated in Deuteronomy 10:12: 11:13; Joshuu
22:5, and paraphrased in Deuteronomy 13:3; 30:6).
50 My selection of the Gettysburg Address for this comparison was
prompted by the Tanners' mention of this document (p. 140).
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on this con tinent a new
nation, conceived
in Liberty and dedicated to
the propos ition
that all men are c reated
equal.

Now we are engaged in a
great c ivil war,
testing whether thar natiot!
or any natio n so conceived
and so ded icated
can long endure. We are mel
on a great
battlefield of that war.
We have come

to dedicate
a portion of thal field,

as a final resting place for

those
who here gave their lives
that that nat ion might live.

It is altogether fitting and
proper
that we should do this.

ded icated unto the ( 1 Ch r.
18: I I )

thai all men (Job 37:7; John
1:7; 5:23)
thai all men were ( I Cor. 7:7)
a ll men are (Psalm J 16:1 l )
a man mine equal (Psalm
55: 13)

if that nation (Jer. 18:8)

we wou ld have come (I T hes.
2:8)
we ... are come to (Man. 2:2)
to dedicate (2 Chr. 2:4)
the portion of the fie ld (2
Ki ngs 9:25)
a port ion of (Deut. 33:2 1)
a resting place for them
(Num. 10:33)
gave their li fe (Psalm 78:50)
might li ve (Gen. 17: 18; Deut.
4:42; Gal. 1:19; 1 Joh n
4:9)

that they shou ld do (Neh.
5: 12)

that ye should do that (2 Cor.
13:7)
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Now, I don' t believe for a moment that Abraham Lincoln was
deliberately "plagiarizin g" passages from the King James Bible,
though it is c lear that there are some very close parallels here. In
fact, there are many more parallels by volume of text than the ones
shown by the Tanners for Mosiah 1- 6 and the KJV.51 To what,
then, can we attribute Lincoln's use of these expressions that seem
so clearly to be biblical? There are two obvious factors: ( 1) Both
Lincoln and the Kin g James translators spoke Engli sh. (2)
Lincoln, as a Bible-reading man, would have these expressions as
part of hi s vocabulary. What is important here is that the Bible
words were used to describe entirely djJferem circum.~tances , and
yet were appropriate 10 those ci rcumstances. I suggest that the
same can be said of Book of Mormon passages that resemble the
Bible. If, as I have suggested, Joseph Smith deliberately used the
King James sty le so the Book of Mormon would sound like
scripture, there is even more reason to find such parallels between
the Book of Mormon and the Bible. Us in g lan guage a nd
express ions also found in the King James Bible is not plagiarism.

Bible Names in the Book of Mormon
The Tanners note that they fo und , in the Elephantine papyri,
26 biblical names, while the Book of Mormon had only one,
Isaiah, in 3 Nephi 19:4 (pp. 126-27). They excluded, of course,
references in these documents to know n Bible characters such as
Adam and Eve, Abraham, Isaiah, Jeremiah, etc., which is right,
si nce they are co mparing o nl y actual Book of Mormon
characters. I find it ironic that they should cons ider it important
that Book of Mormon people have names known also from the
Bible; usuall y, criti cs of the Book of Mormon point to such
parallels as ev idence that Joseph Sm ith just copied from the Bible.
But, as the Tanners point out, extra biblical documents such as the
Elephantine papy ri show that we shou ld expect names like this to
show up among expatriate Israelites. Nevertheless, their count
comes up short. fo r there are quite a number of Book of Mormon
51 In a few cases (e.g .. "men are created equal" liS. "a man mine equal"), t
!\al'e gone beyond the exact words to find a parallel, just as the Tanners did. But
the parallels are at least as close as the ones the Tanners list and most of them are
identical.
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characters who have a biblical name. The following descendants
of Lehi have names that are also found in the Old Testament:
Aaron (two men), Amos (two men), Benjamin, Enos, Gideon,
He lem, Ishmael, Jacob (two men), Jeremiah, Joseph. Lemuel, Noah,
Samuel, Shem, and Zedekiah. In addition, we have Ishmael, whose
daughters married Lehi's sons. and Laban, from whom the brass
plates were taken, both of whom bear biblical names. In all, I
found seventeen Old Testament names (i ncluding Isaiah, which
the Tanners mention) in the Nephite record. In addition, we have
three instances of Lehi and his descendants bearing the same
name as a place o r a people in the Bible (A mmon, Hclam, Lehi),
The distinctions blur even more when one rea lizes that some Bible
names were tran sliterated in different ways by diffe rent King
James translators. For example, for the Hebrew name normally
rendered Isaiah in English, we have, in the KJV , the variants
l esaiah ( \ Chronicles 3:21; Nehemiah 11:7) and leshaiah (I
C hronicles 20:3, 15; 26:25; Ezra 8:7, 19). Keeping thi s in mind,
we can compare Mlilek (Mosiah 25:2) with the biblical personal
names Me/ech, Me/chiah, MelchishliO. Melchi-zedek, Abi-melech,
and Ahi-meleeh. all from the root meaning "k in g." and Nehor
(A lma I : 15) with Nahor (Genesis 11 :22- 29).
A very large number of the names in the Book of Mormon
can be explained in terms of Hebrew or Egyptian etymo logy and.
in a few cases, of other ancient Near Eastern names. The evidence
is much too extensive to include in this review. Some of the
nonbiblical names in the Book of Mormon have also been found
in other ancient Near Eastern documents.

Isaiah Quotes in the Book of Mormon
In Covering Up the Black Ho Le in the Book of Mormon (p.
23- 24), the Tanners complai ned abou t Joseph Smith's use of
Isaiah passages as "filler" on the small plates because he had run
ou t of ideas. "The fact that we already have the same material in
our Bible makes the situati on even more ridic ulous." I responded
that this is no more ridiculous than the fact that the Bible itself
re peats informatio n in various books. Among m y examples, J
noted that Isaiah 36-39 contains material found in 2 Kings 18-
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20.52 In their new book, the Tanners say that "there is far more to
this issue." Ignorin g what I had said in my review, they add thei r
inability to believe that Neph i would copy chapters from Isaiah
onto plates, si nce it was so hard to e ngrave words on plates.
Referring to my statement that they applied a dou ble standard,
allowing the Bible to repeat earlier passages but denying this ri ght
to the Book of Mormon, they note that they had , on pages 79-80
of Covering Up the Black Ho le in the Book of Mormon, openl y
noted that Isaiah and 2 Kings shared material. But they still don't
get the point. They clearly term "rid iculous" the repetit ion in the
Book of Mormon while accepting it in the Bible, yet proclaim that
"there was no double sta ndard used with regard to the repeated
material" (p. 136). They then quote fro m Covering Up the Black
Hole in the Book of Mormon (p. 80) a crit ic ism that 1-2 Nephi
quote works not yet in existence in Nephi's timc. While thi s is
certainly a valid topic for discussion, it has no relevance to their
comments about the repetition of Isaiah passages in the Book of
Mormon, s ince Isaiah clearly predates Nephi. This changing of
subject, hopping from one topic to another, and not dealing with
the issue at hand, gives the appearance of subjecti vity but is wholly
inadequate. It gets a little old seeing the Tanners c han ging the
subject to avoid the issue.
What surpri sed me is that, after the run -around when
respondin g to my comments on how the Tanners treat the Bible
and Book of Mormon repeats differently, they return , in the ir
discuss ion of Crai g Ray's review, to the same old thin g. In their
response to Ray, they write that they have no objection to the
Book of Mormon quoting from Bible books that existed prior to
Lehi's lime, but add that " the ex tensive quotations from the Book
of Isaiah, however, seem to serve no usefu l purpose, and the use of
King James language in these chapters points strongly to the
conclusion that they were actuall y plagiarized from a nineteenthcentury Bible, not from ancient plates" (pp. 137-38). I have dealt
with the King James language earl ier in this review, so let's look at
whether the Book of Mormon Isaiah quotes are gratuitous or
whether they serve a purpose and , if the latter, whether that
purpose is consiste nt with Nephi 's purpose for the small plates.

52 RBBM 4 (1992): 197-98.
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In
Nephi 20-2 1,
introducing them with an
the Nephites CQuid liken
19:23-24). After quoting

Nephi quotes Isa iah c haple rs 48-49,
explanati on that, as a remnant of Israel,
these passages to themselves ( I Nephi
the two chapters, he expounds on them,

speaking of the scattering and gatheri ng of Israel ( I Neph i 22:312, 24-25) and of his vision of the scattering of Lehi's seed in the
New World and the restoration (I Nephi 22:7-11). During his
explanati on, he alludes to the Following passages that he had just

quoled : Isaiah 49: 1 ( I Nephi 22:4), and Isaiah 49:22-23 ( I Nephi
22:6; also v. 8, which includes part of Isaiah 29: 14), Isaiah 49:26
( I Nephi 22: 12; cf. Isaiah 60: 16, whic h also has parallels with
Isaiah 49:23). He also alludes to some of [saiah's other writings:
Isaiah 29: 14 (I Nephi 22:8), Isaiah 29: 18 (2 Nephi 22:12; d.

Isa iah 58: I 0; 59:9), Isa iah 52: IO (2 Nephi 22: 10- 11 ), and Isaiah
60: 16 (1 Nephi 22: 13).
In a lengthy discourse (2 Nephi 6- 10), Jacob quOies from
Isaiah 49:24- 52:2 (2 Nephi 6:16-8:25). In an earlier part of his
discourse, he had quoted Isaia h 49:22- 23 (2 Nep hi 6:6-7) and
paraphrased Isaiah 29:6 (2 Nephi 6: 15). explaini ng that he would
read passages "concerning all the house of Israel" that could be
" like ned unto" the Nephites (2 Nephi 6:4-5). He explained that
the people of Jerusalem had , in fact, been taken captive (2 Nephi
6:8), but that they would, as Isaiah had prophesied, ultimately be
gathered (2 Nephi 6:9- 11 ). He expounds on the comments about
the Gentiles in Isa iah 49:22-23 (2 Nephi 6:12-13), adding
information from Isaiah 49:24-26 (2 Nephi 6:14, 16-18). Other
Isaiah passages used by Jacob in 2 Neph i 6 to discuss the
scattering and gathering of Israel inc lude Isaiah 29:8 ( 1 Nephi
6:13) and Isaiah 29:6 ( 1 Nephi 6:15). After quoting another
le ngt hy Isaiah passage (Isa iah 50: 1-52:2 in 2 Nephi 7:1 - 8:25),
Jacob again expounds on the subject of the gathering found in the
passage (2 Nephi 9:2), then turns to the subject of Christ and the
atonement (2 Neph i 9:4-42). This is precisely what Abinadi later
did when he was asked to exp lain Isaiah 52:7-10 (Mosiah 12:2024; 13:3), except that Abinadi quoted all of Isaiah 53 (Mosiah 14)
and explained how it referred to Christ (Mos iah 15). Jacob adds a
quote from Isaiah 55: 1- 2 (2 Nephi 9:50-51), then returns to the
subj ect of the destruction and scatterin g of Israe l and the
promised gatherin g (2 Nephi 10:6-13). In this. he refers to both
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Isaiah 49:22-23 (2 Nephi 10:8-9) and Isa iah 60: 12 (2 Nep hi
10;13. 16).
After recording Jacob's discourse, Nephi noted that he would
record "more of the words of Isaiah " (2 Nep hi 11 :2), saying that
his readers could "l iken them unto you and unto all men" (2
Nephi 11 :8). Then follow s the very lengthy extract from Isaiah 214 (2 Nephi 12-24). Nephi then proposes to speak about the
words of Isaiah that he had recorded (2 Nephi 25: 1). Like Jacob,
he refers to the scattering and gathering of the Jews (2 Nephi
25:9-11 ), the n goes on to add that there will be wars and speaks
of the coming of Christ among the Jews (2 Nephi 25:12- 14). He
notes that the Jews will be scattered and gathered a second time
after Christ's appearance among them (2 Neph i 25: 14-17) and
that they mu st ultimately come to believe in the Messiah (2 Neph i
25: 18- 20) . Hi s prophecy of Chri st continues int o the next
chapter.
In short, both Nephi and Jacob, after quoting from the words
of Isaiah, draw upon th ose words to expound prophecies of the
future, including items only hinted at by Isaiah or of which Isaiah
may not have had a fu ll understanding, such as the fact that Chri st
is the Holy One of Israel. There is purpose behind the use of
Isaiah in each of these cases.

Isaiah Variants in the Book of Mormon
The Tanners downplay the imporlance of my study of the
"Isaiah Variants in th e Book of Mormon."53 Regarding the
shorter version published in a book edited by Monte Nyman. they
write, "We woul d assume that Tvedtnes has given hi s best
examples in thi s book" (p. 144). Actually , I tried to select a
variery of some of the most support ive parallels to illustrate what I
had done, but not all of the best examp les. I now have additional
support ive material that I will , when time permits , add to my
earlier study.

53 See my article in Isaiah and the Prophets, ed. Mo nte S. Nyman (Provo,

lJI": Religious Studies Center, BVU. and Bookcraft. 1984). This pape r is a much
abbreviated version o f a longer stud y by the same na me that is distributed by
F.A.R.M.S.
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Regardi ng the Isaiah passages in the Book of Mormon, the
Tanners d ogmatically declare that "the eviden ce, including the
Dead Sea Scroll s. poi nts to the unmistakable conclusion that
Nephi was a fi ctional character and that Joseph Smith himself was
plag iarizing these words from the King James Version" (p. 140),
Th is hyperbolic statement is totally unwarranted by the ev idence.
Wesley P. Walters is essentially correct in sayin g that the text
of the main Dead Sea Scroll s Isaiah, disco vered near Qumran iD
Cave I and hence named IQl sa, follow s th e He brew text from
wh ich KJV was translated. However, the passage from his book
that the Tanners quote (p. 144) fail s to note that it does not always
agree and th at thi s longer Isaiah scro ll is more at variance with the
Masoretic te xt behind KJV than the mo re fra gmentary IQIsb. In
Isaiah 52: 13- 53: 12 a lone, I Qlsa has 34 variants with the Masorah.
The Tanners note that "Joh n Tvedtnes does not even refer to the
ev ide nce that the Dead Sea Sc ro ll s provides (sic) regarding this
matter in eithe r of his two studies" ( p. 144). In fac t, I dealt only
with the variant passages, not with the entire tex t of Isaiah , whicb
would have been beyond the scope of a study entitl ed "Isaiah
Variant s in the Book of Mormon ."
Referrin g to my article in Nyman, the Tanners wrote that I
" referred to the Masoretic text forty -t wo time s; the Septuagint
Version of the Bible twenty-one times and the Isaiah material in
the Dead Sea Scro ll s only sixteen times . Thi s seems to indicate
that he found less to d iscuss in the extremely ancient texts found
at Qumran than in the Septuagint Versio n and the Masoretic text"
(p. 144). They then claim that the same pattern follows in my
longer F.A.R .M.S . study and indic ate how "strange" it is "that
T vedtnes devoted so much o f his atte ntio n to the Masoretic text
but had little to say about the material from Qumran. Since tbe
Dead Sea Scroll s are about a thousand years o lder, one would
think that they would play the predo minant ro le in hi s study" (p.
144).
Though havin g the out ward appearance of valid arguments
aga in st my work wi th the Isaiah variants in the Book of Mormon,
th e Tanners' word s lack substance,54 for the following reasons:
54 Their declilrations call be seen as either willfu ll y deceptive or as ignorant
of the nature of the tell ts. I prefer to give them the benefit of the doubt and
assu me that the latter is correc\. Neither the Tanners no r Walte rs. whom they
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I. Whil e I may have mentioned the Masoretic te"t (M1) more
often (since it is the basis of the King James translat ion), I did n ot
use it as evidence more often. I reread my article in Nyman and
found that I referred to MT as evidence for the Book of Mormon
version of Isaiah only six times. two of which were variant Hebrew
manu scripts. On the other hand . I li sted support from 1Qlsa (the
more complete of the Dead Sea Isaiah scroll s) fourteen timesmore than twice as many limes as MT. I also noted support from
the Greek Septuagint (LXX) in seventeen of my examples. While I
have not made a count from my longer study. 1 suspect that a
similar patte rn exis ts there. S im p ly put , the Tann e rs
misrepresented the numbers.
2. Si nce IQlsa is essentiall y the same text as MT, I did not
elicit support from the Dead Sea Scrolls Isaiah except where it
differed from MT. In reexamining my article. I found that in three
of the examples in which I indicated that MT su pports the Book
of Mormon version agai nst KJV , IQlsa agrees. So we can add
these to the fourteen examp les already listed in the article. Since
the Tanners kn ow full well that 1Qlsa and MT are essentia lly the
same text (as they note in their quote of Walters. p. 144), r can
on ly su rmise that they del iberate ly a voided counting these other
examples in their pseudostatistical study of my art icle.
3. While mentioning the antiqu ity of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
Tanners do not tell their readers that the Greek Septuagi nt (LXX)
was trans lated from the Hebrew Old Testament in the third century
B.C. While it is true that we have no cop ies of LXX that go back
that far. the Greek text was tran slated from an earl ie r Hebrew text
that in many cases di sagrees with MT and IQlsa. First-cen tury
B.C. Greek LXX versions of Leviticus and Numbers were found
among the Dead Sea Scroll s. In addition. some of the He brew
manuscripts in that corpus are closer to LXX. For example, while
the Masoretic ve rsion of Je remiah was found at Qumran, one
Hebrew text of Jeremiah (4QJerb) foll ows the shorter Septuagin t
verSion. One of the Dead Sea Scro ll s Exodus scroll s (4QEx a )
reflect s LXX , wh ile anothe r (4QEx is closer to the Samaritan
verSion than to MT. Simil arly, one Hebrew copy of Numbers

a)

quole. are qualified 10 deal with the Dead Sea Scrolls and other Bible texts. not
having the linguistic tools necessary for sueh a study.
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(4QNu m b ) is closer to the Samaritan than to MT and closer still to
LXX. One of the Samuel scro ll s (both comprise 1- 2 Samuel),
4QSam a , is also closer to LXX than to MT. The other Samuel
scro ll (4QSam b ), thought to have been written no later than 200
B.C. and hence one of the oldest scroll s found at Qumran, is a
variant of the Hebrew version from which LXX was translated,
having many variants from MT.
We should note that the Tanners misunderstand the nature of
the transmission of Bible books. They evide ntl y presume a linear
progression, with the Qumran scroll that generally agrees with MT
being in the ge nealogy. In truth , however, there were already
divergences, as LXX and IQlsb and other Qumran texts show. In
my longer st udy of the " Isa iah Variants in the Book of
Mormon," I note that there are times when some of the ancient
vers ion s disagree with both MT/KJV and Book of Mormon and
that this is to be expected. We shall not always find support for the
Book of Mormon, nor shall we always find support for KJV, in
ancient texts, because variants existed already in very early times.
Because of thi s, the brass plates of Laban, though closer in time to
the original, need not always represent Isaiah 's original intent.
At one point, the Tanners take me to task for notin g the
Septuagint 's partial support for 2 Nephi 12:16 (= Isaiah 2:16).
They cite Wesley P. Walters regarding the Septuagint paralle l in 2
Nephi 12: 16 saying that it "did not come from the Septuagint,
but from a well-known Bible commentary written by Thomas
Scott" (p. 144). They the n add, "John Tvedtnes used the
examp le set fOrlh by Sperry as evidence for th e Book of
Mormon's authenticity IbutJ failed to mention " that the Dead Sea
Scrolls don't support it. There are, however, really two issues here.
The first is whether the variant is represented in the Septuagint, the
second whether the Dead Sea Scrolls support the variant. The
latter point is really irrelevant, since various ancient versions often
disagreed with each other. In this particular case, I Qlsa agrees
with the Masoretic text and, consequently, with the King James
Bible. The Tanners and Walters notwithstanding, I have correct ly
represented the Septuagint word ing in my article and in the longer
study on the Isaiah variants. I did not get the idea from Sperry
and only discovered what he had done some lime aft er 1 wrote the
orig ina l draft of the study. I have never seen Scott's commentary.
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This brings us to the question of Walters, who, based on the
Tanners' repo rt of hi s words, has grossly mi srepresented a
number of things. They quote him as sayi ng that he "checked"
the Isa iah text from the Dead Sea and found that it follows the
Hebrew tex t underlying the King James Bible (p . 144). If thi s is
correct, then Walters must not have done a very good job or must
not ha ve known Hebrew. While it is true that, in the main, 1Qlsa
has the same Hebrew text as the Masorah from which the King
James Bible was translated. the re are a fa ir number of variants. An
Israeli scho lar, Yehezke'el Kutscher, wrote a rathe r lengthy study
of these variants. and othe r scholars have discussed some of them
in various books and articles. 55 Anyone who compares the two
texts can see the variants (indeed. diffe re nt Masoretic documen ts
vary in some respects). One need go no farther than the Biblia
Hebraica Swltgarlensia to find some of the Qumran variants in its
footnotes for the book of Isaiah. (Unfortunately, this rev ision of
Kittel's Bib/ia Hebraica was not avai lable when I did my study; it
would have made things much eas ier.)
Say ing of my Isaiah vari ants work that "the oldest Hebrew
manuscript of the Isaiah text does not sustain hi s theory" (p.
144), the Tanne rs acc use me of following a "double standard"
by cove ring up and then accusing them of the same things. Since
I have no "theory" to su pport, I wasn '( lookin g for evidence to
sustain it. The fact is that the Isaiah text in questi on supports the
Book of Mormon ve rsion at several points. I have never covered
up the fact that it does not lend support for eac h and eve ry
variant. Indeed, in my longer study, I clearl y noted the variants for
which the Book of Mormon has no vers ion support . Since I Qlsa
is mostly like the Masoret ic tex.t, I didn't mention it exce pt where
it differed from MT and supported the Book of Mormon.
Consequen tl y, in a ll other cases, MT and lQl s3 have the sa me
read in g. Because I am aware Ihal ancient manusc ripts oft en

55 See for cllamp lc Ychczkc 'el Kutscher, HI/-Iashon We-ha-req,1< Ha·
leshoni Shel MegiJal Ycsha<Yilhu Ha-shelemah Mi-megilol YI/ H.1-melal)
(lcrulalem : Magnes Press of Hehrew University. t959): Mi llar Burrows.
"Variant Reading in the Isaiah Manuscript." BASOR 11 11 (Oct. 1948) : 10-24
and 1113 (Feb. 1949): 24-32: and Joseph R. Rosenbloom, The Dead Sea
Isaiah Scroll: A Lilerary Analysis; A Comp,Jrison with the MasOTCtic Text and
Biblia Hcbmica (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans. 1970).
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di sagree among themsel ves, thi s does n' t bother me as it does the
Tanners.
The Tanne rs are wrong when they assert that Isai ah scrolls
from Qumran provide no support for the Book of M ormon (p.
141). The longer scroll (1 QI sa) supports th e Book of Mormon

Isaiah lext in a number of cases. Their inclu sion of comments
from LDS writers who expressed a belief that the scroll s would nol
pro ve valu abl e to Lau er-day Saints (pp . 141 - 44) is totally
unwarranted, since most of the se c omments deal nol with the
Isaiah variant s but with such issues as the " plain and precious
parts" that Latte r-day Saints wo uld like to see show up in newlydi scovered documents. The Tanners c redit Sidney B. Sperry with
"a painstakin g stud y of the Dead Sea Scroll s" (p. 141). I did not
know Sperry pe rsonall y, but I have hea rd fro m several LOS
scho lars wh o know Hebre w that Spe rry had only a superficial
acquaintance with the lang uage. From the fe w examples I have
seen of hi s work on the Isaiah variants, it is c lear to me that he
could not have e xamined the Dead Sea Scroll s care full y or he
would have noted some of the same variants I found .
The Tanners also write that "for years Mormon sc holars ..
have attempted to show para llels between the text of Isaiah found
in th e Book of Mormo n and that fo und in so me a ncient
manuscripts. In our book , Mormon ScriplUres and the Bible, pp.
9- 11, we show that these parall els are of little value" (p. 141 ). In
fairn ess, I should perhaps read that book (o f wh ic h I had not
prev iously heard) before pass ing judg ment. Bul knowing that the
Tanners lack the linguisti c skills to judge the kind of work f did
with the Isai ah variants, I suspect that it would be more lay
hyperbole and less scho larship than the subject deserves .

New Testament Passages in the Book of Mormon
The Tanners repeat that "our main probl em with plagiari sm
In th e Book of Mo rmon is the mate rial ta ken from the New
Testa ment " (p. 140) . They ga ve a large numbe r of e xampl es of
such parall e ls in part II of Covering Up th e Black Hole in the
Book of Mormon and cite others in thei r c urrent work . When I
began lookin g into the subject after reading the ir boo k, several
th oug hts came to me:
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I . Many of the supposed New Testamenl borrowings could
just as easily come from the Old Testament ; indeed, in a number
of cases, it was clear that the New Testament passage was actually a
quote (a " plagiari sm," I suppose, since credit is not always given)
from the Old Testament.
2. Many of the parallel s were just common idioms and phrases
that could not be said to be specifica ll y New TestamcnI, although
fo und in that scripture.
3. If the terminology was truly part of Jose ph S mith 's
vocabulary, as the Tanners so metimes impl y, the n it should not be
surprising to see him use it in hi s translat ion , provided the
meaning of the Nephite tex t was reflected in the English.
I originally considered responding to each and everyone of
the suggested " borrowi ngs" a nd , indeed, c hecked on a fair
number of them using th e computer. It soon became obvious that
it would require an e ntire book to di sc uss this large corpu s.
Meanwhile, the reader can consult my earlier review to see a
sampling of the kinds of probl ems I found with the Tanners' li st.
I must respond , howeve r, to one of the Tanners' statements
from Covering Up the Black Hole in the Book of Mormon that
they repeat in the follow-up book: "It should be obvious that the
presence of many portions of the New Testament in the Book of
Mormon is more out of place than to find the foll owing words in
a speech attributed to George Washington: 'Four score and seven
years ago our fathers brought forth on this con tine nt , a new
nation . . .' These words alone would be enough to prove the
speech a forgery. While less than a century separated George
Washington and Abraham Lincoln, in the Book of Mormon we
have Le hi quoting from the New Testament book of Re velation
almost seven centuries before it was written!" (p. 140). The
hyperbolic words " more out of place" are clearly not supported
by the example they give. Lincoln 's Gettysburg Address includes
a date ("four sco re and seve n yea rs" after the "fath ers,"
including Wash ington, "brought fo rth ... a new nation"), while
the New Testament passages they compare with the Book of
Mormon do nol. Were the datable elements not part of the speec h,
one might just as eas ily suggest that Lincoln borrowed the speech
from Washington after discovery of a document attributing the
words to Washington.
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S imilarl y. many Ne w Testament passages a re known from
earlier Jew ish works (some of them pseudepigrapha of the second
ce nt ury B.C .) whic h may have quoted fro m still o lder wri tings.

The fact that a passage in one of Paul' s epislies, for example. is
al so found in the Book of Mormon does not prove that Joseph
Smith put it there. Both sources could have borrowed from earlier
documen ts, some of the m no longer extant. So me evidence for
th is has bee n e licited in a number of Book of Mormon studies and
we can look forward to more,56
More to the po int, however, is thai King James language was
known to both Joseph Smith and his conte mporaries. W ith Ihis, the
Tanne rs would agree. Where we di sagree is that they see Joseph
S mi th expropriati ng Bible texts to compose the Book of Mormon,
wh ile I consider that Joseph Smi th , li ke any other tran slator, would
nat urall y re nde r a n anc ie nt tex t in lan g uage familiar to the
audience fo r whom he is translating. A more rece nt parallel to the
Book of Mormon is the way the Brit ish sc ho lar Robert Henry
Charles imitated KJV language in his translation of ancient Jewish
docume nts in Th e Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of th e Old
Testament (O xford, 19 13).

C on clu s io n s
I am even less impressed with the Tan ners' latest effort than
with their original book on the "b lack hole" theory . Most of it is
a rehash of what was sa id in the ir earl ier work, rather than a real
" response to c riti c ism" of that wo rk . Me re re pe tition and
avo idi ng the issues by dwe ll in g on in significa nt items is not going
to make the ir case. r am parlicularl y co ncerned with the way in
wh ich they add ress th ings fo r wh ic h they ha ve no ex pertise. For
exam ple, their pont ifi cation about the Dead Sea Scrolls, of which
they know virtuall y nothin g, marks the wo rk as lacking in any real
understand ing of script ural and documentary issues.
Neverthe less, I should be some what grateful to the Tanners for
writing both book s. Each time, I have had to ex amine the ev idence
56 Again. the Tanners wi ll see th is as a "cop out." But the evidence for such
quotes in the New Testa mcn t. commonl y acceptcd even amo ng non- LDS
scholars, shows thai one cannOI reject the Book of Mormon oUI-of-ha nd on such
grou nds.
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a bit more closely and, in doing so, have come away more
convinced than before that we have, in the Book of Mormon, a
translation of an ancient document that has stood the test of lime
and criticism. Were I not so swamped with other projects, I would
look forward to volume 2 of Answering Mormon Scholars: A
Response 10 Criticism of the Book "Covering Up the Black Hole in
the Book of Mormon. "

